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awareness in the following order, from easiest to more difficult skills, dependent upon
what skills the students have not yet developed: (a) first-sound comparison — identifying
the names of pictures beginning with the same sound; (b) blending onset-rime units into
real words; (c) blending phonemes into real words; (d) phoneme elision — deleting a
phoneme and saying the word that remains; (e) segmenting words into phonemes; (f)
blending phonemes into nonwords. These phonemic awareness skills’ difficulty level
varies within each task as well, due to features such as the number and position of
linguistic units to be manipulated (Schatschneider et. al, 1999). The Great Leaps Reading
Program’s sequence of pre-reading skills instruction includes the phonological tasks of
rhyming, and identifying words and syllables when a sentence or word was verbally
stated, which the NRP suggests is equivalent to teaching phonics in the synthetic method
described by Schatschneider and colleagues (Mercer & Campbell, 1998; NICHD, 2000).
The NRP (2000) also suggests that it is beneficial to include letters while teaching PA in
order to help them develop alphabetic principle. The NRP (2000) found that teaching PA
improved students’ reading and spelling achievement more than teaching letter names
and sounds in isolation.

Phonics. The Great Leaps’ Phonics activities teach phonics in an explicit and
systematic manner, as is recommended by the NRP (NICHD, 2000). As described, Great
Leaps suggests reinforcing students with small tangible rewards paired with genuine
verbal praise for successfully achieving Phonics activity goals, since students might view
this intervention component as a boring activity and therefore may lack intrinsic
motivation to continue the task (Mercer & Campbell, 1998). This method is consistent

with advice from the NRP to address students’ motivation for completing phonics tasks
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in order to increase students’ interest in this type of skill development. However, the NRP
suggests that the research is lacking with regard to effective motivational factors in the
design of phonics programs, and therefore further research in this domain is warranted in
order to determine which approaches teachers prefer and are most likely to be used
effectively (NICHD, 2000).

Oral reading fluency. Following the Sound Awareness tasks, all of the remaining
components of the Great Leaps Reading Program have timed goals in order to help
students develop reading fluency. Students must meet the goal time criteria of reading a
page in one minute or less with few or no errors before proceeding to the next page in the
sequence. The Great Leaps’ High-Frequency Words and Phrases and Stories provide
opportunities for students to develop their ORF through repeated practice of commonly
used words and reading connected text, and students receive immediate corrective
feedback on their performance. The use of repeated reading and error correction
interventions is supported by the NRP as techniques to improve students’ reading
accuracy and fluency (NICHD, 2000).

As described previously, the Great Leaps Reading Program is in line with the
NRP’s recommendations for effective methods of teaching reading, but it has not been
extensively researched. The widespread use of the Great Leaps Reading Program and its
strong alignment with the NRP’s recommendations for teaching reading make it a
reasonable choice for adaptation to meet schools’ scheduling and resource constraints.
However, it is not known how this adaptation will influence students’ reading skill
acquisition. One potential way to examine adaptations to the program is through the use

of single-case design research.
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Single-Case Design Research

One method of determining an intervention’s effectiveness for individual students
is through the use of single-case design methodologies (SCD). SCD methodologies were
developed as a method to determine scientifically the effect of different environmental
variables on an individual’s behavior, or academic interventions’ effects on an
individual’s skill acquisition (Plavnick & Ferreri, 2013). In SCD studies, data is collected
prior to the implementation of an intervention on relevant performance variable(s); this is
known as the baseline condition. This serves as the control to which the participant’s
performance after implementing the intervention is compared. SCD data is analyzed
through visual analysis of graphed performance. In addition, measures of effect size, such
as percentage of non-overlapping data, can be calculéted (Scruggs, Mastropieri, Cook, &
Escobar, 1986). It is important to use single-case experimental design for students
receiving interventions in order to determine whether the children are responding to the
intervention, or whether the intervention requires modification (Riley-Tillman & Burns,
2009). Utilizing SCD allows the researcher to: (a) determine whether the outcome
variable (e.g., ORF) changed after the intervention was implemented; (b) determine
whether experimental control was demonstrated. That is, determine whether the observed
change was caused solely by the implementation of the intervention; (¢) conduct the
study across subjects, settings, or outcome variables in order to determine the
generalizability of the academic or behavioral intervention to similar students,
environments, or targeted skills or behaviors. Single-case design studies are important for
determining the effectiveness of interventions in both Tier 2 and 3 of the RTI model

(Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009).
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In order to assess whether only the intervention accounts for changes in the
outcome variable, the effects of the intervention must be replicated to demonstrate
experimental control. In ideal research settings, single-case design formats with greater
experimental control can be implemented. Multiple-baseline design is one form of single-
case design which has the potential to demonstrate high levels of experimental control via
replications that are accomplished through staggered implementation of the intervention
across setting, conditions, stimuli, or participants (Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009).

In an applied school setting, researchers often must work within constraints, thus,
practical SCD methods such as AB and ABAB designs are often used. Riley-Tillman and
Burns (2009) describe AB designs as “the most basic design to monitor intervention
effectiveness” (p. 34). In an AB design, A represents baseline data and B represents the
data collected in the intervention phase. Data from the intervention phase is compared to
baseline data in order to determine if there was a change in the targeted behavior or
academic skill (Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009). An AB design does not provide sufficient
evidence to determine a causal relationship between the intervention and outcome data
since at most only one demonstration of the intervention’s effect can be seen (Riley-
Tillman & Burns, 2009).

An ABAB reversal design expands upon an AB design, providing more
opportunities to determine the effectiveness of the intervention. In an ABAB design,
baseline data is collected (A), followed by intervention implementation (B). Then the
intervention is removed (A) either to check for skill maintenance, or to provide data to
show a return to baseline levels. If data suggests that the skill or behavior has returned to

baseline levels, the intervention is once again implemented (B), thus completing the
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Figure 6. Brandon’s Oral Reading Fluency (ORF). Line graph depicting Brandon’s ORF
prior to, during, and after the implementation of Great Leaps Reading Program’s Sound
Awareness and Phonics activities, and High-Frequency Words and Stories activities.

Note. Lower lines on graphs represent number of reading errors per minute.
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Figure 7. Erin’s Oral Reading Fluency (ORF). Line graph depicting Erin’s ORF prior to,
during, and after the implementation of Great Leaps Reading Program’s Sound
Awareness and Phonics activities, and High-Frequency Words and Stories activities.

Note. Lower lines on graphs represent number of reading errors per minute.
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Figure 8. George’s Oral Reading Fluency (ORF). Line graph depicting George’s ORF
prior to, during, and after the implementation of Great Leaps Reading Program’s Sound
Awareness and Phonics activities, and High-Frequency Words and Stories activities.

Note. Lower lines on graphs represent number of reading errors per minute.

Table 4

Mean WRCM for Each Phase

Intervention Phase

A B C A
Participant Baseline (Range) SA and Ph” (Range) HFW and Stb (Range) Follow-Up (Range)
Erin 4.7 (4-6) 13.1 (7-22) 21.2 (19-23) 19.8 (12-28)
George 10.7 (9-12) 22.8 (5-49) 60.0 N/A) 48.2 (39-56)
Ashley 7.0 (5-14) 11.1 (8-15) 12.0 (8-19) 13.0 (10-20)
Brandon 21.0 (17-26) 21.9 (14-29) 36.0 N/A) 31.0 (22-41)

’SA and Ph = Sound Awareness and Phonics activities.
"HFW and St = High-Frequency Words and Phrases and Stories activities.




Table 5

Mean Reading Accuracy for Each Phase

44

Intervention Phase

Participant Base;?ne (Range) SA and Tiha (Range) HFW ar(1:d Stb (Range) Followf\Up (Range)
Erin 21% (19-22) 61% (41-73) 68% (61-74) 69% (57-77)
George 52% (45-57) 67% (35-89) 82% (N/A) 83% (75-88)
Ashley 44% (33-67) 55% (42-67) 58% (47-79) 62% (50-71)
Brandon 85% (77-95) 83% (71-94) 86% (N/A) 90% (88-93)

2SA and Ph = Sound Awareness and Phonics activities.

*HFW and St = High-Frequency Words and Phrases and Stories activities.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion
The current study investigated two early reading interventions implemented in
succession with four first-grade students. The researcher sought to determine whether
implementing the Sound Awareness and Phonics components of the Great Leaps Reading
Program: Grades iK—2 two times per week would increase students’ LSF and ORF, and
whether implementing the High-Frequency Words and Stories components of the Great
Leaps Reading Program would result in students making gains in ORF.

First, the students completed the Great Leaps Reading program’s Sound
Awareness and Phonics activities to determine this intervention’s influence on their LSF
and ORF. Three participants made sufficient gains in LSF, such that their performance
met or exceeded available benchmark standards, while the remaining participant’s
performance (40 CLSM) was just below the benchmark (i.e., 46 CLSM at the end of
kindergarten). These findings are not surprising, given that the skills targeted in the initial
intervention phase (B) focused on developing letter sound correspondence. These results
are consistent with previous research and add to the literature supporting the idea that
interventions comprised of explicit instruction in letter sound correspondence increase
students” LSF (Duhon, House, Poncy, Hastings, & McClurg, 2010; Gyovai, Cartledge,
Kourea, Yurick, & Gibson, 2009; Petursdottir et al., 2009).

Secondly, students participated in the Great Leaps Reading Program’s High-
Frequency Words and Stories activities to assess this intervention’s influence on
participants’ ORF. After participants were introduced to High-Frequency Words and

Stories during the second intervention phase (C), only one participant (i.e., George) met
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the benchmark standard for ORF (i.e., 53 WRCM at the end of first grade). However, this
result should be interpreted with caution since only one data point was available during
that phase for George. Duhon et al. (2010) describe LSF proficiency as likely being a
keystone skill, indispensible for developing more complex reading skills such as oral
reading fluency. Ashley’s failure to maké notable gains in ORF may have been due to
insufficient foundational reading skills in LSF proficiency.

Three of the four students made notable gains in ORF during phase C. These
results correspond with research findings suggesting that practice with isolated word
reading and repeated reading with corrective feedback contribute to students’ gains in
oral reading fluency (Lane, Little, Redding-Rhodes, Phillips, & Welsh, 2007; Lo, Cooke,
& Starling, 2011; NICHD, 2000). The results of this study also aligh witﬁ Vaughn,
Linan-Thompson, and Hickman’s (2003) findings, suggesting that perhaps the student
who did not make sufﬁcient gains may have if the intervention were implemented for a
longer duration, and that a small percentage of children do not respond to standard
protocol interventions and require more individualized approaches.

Consistent with findings in the literature about strategies to increase performance,
the Great Leaps reading intervention program utilizes monitoring, charting, and
rewarding student progress (Mercer & Campbell, 1998). These are elements shown to
increase motivatién and performance on challenging academic tasks (Schunk, 1982;
Schunk, 1984), and the results of this study show that with the implementation of the
Great Leaps Stories intervention, three fourths of the students made notable gains in
ORF. Anecdotally, the participants in the current study typically appeared motivated to

improve their scores to earn prizes, though at times they seemed to tire of the multiple
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replications of the same page per day. Even though two of the participants demonstrated
behavioral challenges in their regular classroom settings, no significant behavior issues
arose with our participants during the intervention sessions. This is probably due in part
to the 1:1 ratio of instruction and the frequent opportunities to respond that the Great
Leaps activities provide students. Similarly, Scott and Shearer-Lingo (2002) found that
students identified with emotional-behavioral disabilities demonstrated significantly
higher levels of academic ehgagement in reading tasks when engaging in the 1:1 Great
Leaps Reading intervention. Despite these beneficial aspects of the program, one student
in the current study, Erin, still exhibited attention difficulties. However, she was still able
to make geﬁns in LSF and ORF.

Unique to the current study, the Great Leaps reading interventions were adapted
to fit within 15-minute intervention sessions during the participants’ school day, and were
conducted twice per week. Although the Great Leaps K-2 reading program manqal
recommends progressing through the program one page at a time on a daily basis,
beginning with the more basic activities before moving on to the more challenging ones,
in this study, participants moved through the program at a faster rate in an effort to
introduce the more challenging tasks sooner. This was deemed necessary in order to
hasten these struggling readers’ ORF development. Results suggest participants’ ORF
skills may benefit from implementing the Great Leaps reading program in this
streamlined manner, as evidenced by the students’ higher ORF scores in phase C. It is
best to use multiple sources of reliable and valid data to inform instructional decisions.
Teachers and practitioners must find a balance between achieving mastery as defined by

an intervention’s instructions to ensure intervention fidelity, and streamlining the
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intervention to allow students to make faster gains in ORF. Best practices suggest using a
continuous problem-solving process in order to identify most accurately students’ skill
deficits and appropriate interventions targeting those deficits (Tilly III, 2008). More
research is needed regarding the appropriate timing of the introduction of the different
intervention components within Great Leaps, and to identify the most effective way to
modify existing intervention programs to meet students’ needs more efficiently.

One issue the current study raises is the importance of proactively responding to
intervention data. Throughout the implementation of the Great Leaps reading
interventions, progress monitoring data showed that one participant (i.e., Ashley) did nof
make sufficient gains in LSF or ORF. Progress monitoring data is collected not only to
quantify students’ rate of learning and to provide data for peer comparisons, but it is also
essential in informing whether interventions are appropriate or require modification.
Guidance on how best to use data to inform instructional decision varies (see for example
Martin, n.d.; Minnesota Department of Education, n.d.; National Center on Rtl, n.d. for
examples). School professionals need more guidance in this area.

Additional factors to consider regarding why not all participants made sufficient
gains in ORF by the end of the year benchmark involve evaluation of the school’s Tier 1
curriculum and instruction and Tier 2 interventions, as well as the standard treatment
protocol approach. In order to ensure that students have adequate opportunities to
respond to standard protocol interventions, interventions must be implemented with |
fidelity (Minnesota Department of Education, n.d.). Although many students respond to
evidence-based Tier 2 interventions that are implemented with high fidelity, as

demonstrated in the current study by George, Brandon, and Erin’s progress in LSF and
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ORF, Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, and Hickman’s (2003) findings suggest that
approximately one-fourth of struggling readers will require more individualized
approaches in order to be successful (e.g., similar to Ashley’s lack of sufficient progress
in the current study). Furthermore, as emphasized by the RTI model, research suggests
that students who struggle acquiring reading skills tend to make more gains when
receiving data-based interventions and scientifically-supported Tier 1 instruction
(Vaughn, Wanzek, Woodruff, & Linan-Thompson, 2007). An in-depth discussion of the
core and supplemental curricula used by the school in this study is beyond the scope of
this paper. It is important to note that neither the core reading program, Good Habits,
Great Readers, nor the supplemental program used in the school, Leveled Literacy
Intervention (Fountas & Pinnell, 2007; Klein, Fisher, & Frey, 2007), demonstrate strong
research support of effectiveness (Institute of Education Sciences, 2013; Slavin, Lake,
Davis, & Madden, 2009). No information was available at the time of this study |
regarding the fidelity with which either instructional approach was delivered.
Liinitations and Directions for Future Research

Limitations of the current study include that little information was available about
the students’ core and supplemental reading instruction during the study. Changes in
performance may have been due to changes in instruction during other parts of the day.
Due to logistical challenges in the school setting, an ABCA design was used instead of a
more powerful design such as a multiple baseline across participants design.
Additionally, there were limited data points in some phases, and there was a rising trend
in ORF prior to the introduction of the High-Frequency Words and Stories intervention in

phase C. Therefore, the researchers cannot be confident that intervention is responsible
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for change since experimental control was not achieved. This is often the case in school
settings. Although there was a rising trend in ORF prior to the introduction of High-
Frequency Words and Stories, this trend tended to increase during phase C. Duhon et al.
(2010) noted that a degree of spontaneous generalization from LSF to sound blending
may occur, and this may have contributed to the rising trend in ORF which students
demonstrated in phase B.

Since this study utilized SCD, generalization of findings to a greater population is
limited. More research is needed with other populations of students and in other settings.
Practitioners may use this information and the participants’ characteristics to determine if
this is an intervention they want to try with other individual students.

Most research available on the Great Leaps Reading Program focuses on how
implementing the program influences students’ reading fluency without identifying
which components of the program lead to gains (e.g., phonics, sight words, or stories)
(Mercer, Campbell, Miller, Mercer, & Lane, 2000). Future research could isolate the
effects of these activities to determine the most efficient teaching method, instead of
focusing on the effects of the three activities combined. In addition, the current research
base for the Great Leaps Reading Program utilizes primarily single-case design tactics
(Hacker, 2008; Scott & Shearer-Lingo, 2002; Walker, Jolivette, & Lingo, 2005), thus,
| further research of the program’s effects using groub designs is warranted. Furthermore,
most research targets Great Leap’s influence on reading fluency, so replication of the
intervention’s Sound Awareness and Phonics activities influence on students’ LSF is

recommended (Patton, Crosby, Houchins, & Jolivette, 2010).
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The current research study also raises the question for a future vein of reading
intervention research: would implementing Great Leaps K-2 High-Frequency Words and
_ Stories earlier than the prescribed method when used with struggling 1% and 2™ graders
lead to greater ORF gains over a shorter period of time? Careful exploration of this topic
may lead to the development of improved early reading intervention strategies.

Students’ development of reading fluency may be further improved with goal-
seﬁing and by encouraging students to have an internal locus of control (Carden, Bryant,
& Moss, 2004; Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965; Gordon, Jones & Short, 1977;
Morgan, Sideridis, & Hua, 2012; Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). Additionally, students
may benefit from greater individualization of the program, such as conducting brief
reinforcer preference assessments to ensure that the rewards the students can earn are
actually desired, adding an additional reward for on-task behavior, or adapting the
reading program to allow for more targeted practice of specific skill deficits (Green,
Alderman, & Liechty, 2004). More research is needed to explore these ideas.
Implications for Practice

This study hiéhlights several important implications for the school setting. First,
schools must use evidence-based curriculum and interventions with fidelity, considering
teacher and student acceptability, in order for students to make necessary gains. This
requires a process to monitor the integrity and provide feedback to enhance fidelity. One
supplemental evidence-based intervention is not sufficient to remedy curriculum
deficiencies, nor is widespread implementation of interventions a sustainable practice.

Secondly, the intervention must target specific skill deficits. The Great Leaps

reading intervention Sound Awareness and Phonics components demonstrated promise as
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a Tier 2 intervention to help struggling readers develop the pre-reading skill of LSF, but it
did not generalize to promoting the development of students’ ORF. Repeated reading of
Great Leaps High-Frequency Words and Stories components with immediate corrective
feedback and performance-contingent rewards corresponds with the limited research base
regarding this intervention’s positive influence on increasing students’ ORF.

Thirdly, although the decision-making criteria for determining whether an
intervention change is warranted are not black and white, schools would benefit from
having set clear data-based decision-making criteria for when intervention changes are
warranted, and promptly follow through with implementing intervention changes when
the criteria have been met. Specific decision rules may vary by state or district if the
intervention is being used as a prereferral intervention for a specific learning disability. A
collaborative school team trained in data analysis and interventions would support this
entire problem-solving process. School psychologists possess these skills and should be
members of these teams, or provide consultation to these teams. This team must consider

how frequently to meet in order to ensure that all students’ intervention data is reviewed
in a timely manner.
Summary

Participants in the study made gains in LSF; however, they did not all make
sufficient gains in ORF. This suggests that the reading subskills targeted did not
generalize to a more global measure of reading fluency (ORF). These results highlight the
need for schools to match interventions to specific skill deficits to promote the desired
outcome, to monitor students’ progress frequently, and to make changes in the

intervention if the desired results are not achieved. The findings also emphasize the
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importance of quality core instruction, since not all of the students made sufficient gains
in ORF while they received instruction in the core curriculum, participated in a daily
small-group reading intervention, and received the adapted Great Leaps Reading

Program: Grades K-2 intervention.
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Start recording. Say your name, the date, the student’s name, the activity, and the page
number. Pause recorder between activities. Remember to start it again before
beginning the next activity.

Great Leabs Intervention — Sdund Awareness

Have one copy of the Sound Awareness activity and a pencil — Begin each session with
the Sound Awareness activity. No sheet for student since these activities are done orally.

Follow the directions for each activity verbatim from activity sheet.

If a student makes a mistake, Say, “I’ll do it” (model the correct response). Then say,
“Your turn” and repeat the item. Make sure the student says the correct response before

moving on.

Record correct responses on the first try with a check mark, and incorrect responses with
a0.

Complete this activity two times each session. Once the student is able to complete the
activity with zero errors, move on to the next activity at the next session.
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Great Leaps Intervention — Phonics

Place the Phonics activity in front of the student. Mark your copy with pencil so you can
erase.

Say, “I want you to read the sounds and words on this page. Start here (point to the
first sound/word) and read across the page. Keep reading until I tell you to stop. You
may not know all the sounds or words and that’s ok, just do your best. Begin.”

Start timing for ONE minute when the student reads the first sound/word.

Correct errors as they are made. Tell the student the correct sound/word and ask him to

repeat it.
* Errors are incorrect letter sound, omissions, and sounds not read within 3

seconds.
* If a student hesitates for 3 seconds, mark that letter as an error.

Mark all errors on the examiner copy using the pencil. Use a bracket ( ]) to mark where
the student ended after one minute.

* If the student finishes before the minute is up, ask him to begin again at
the top and continue reading.

After reading the probe, review errors again. Point to the first error and say, “Look at
this sound/word. This sound/word is (tell the sound/word). What sound/word?”
Continue for each error making sure the student reads each sound/word correctly.

Add up the number of sounds/words read correctly and errors in one minute.

Tell the student his score, and mark it on the graph (or have the student mark it on the
graph). Record corrects with a dot, and errors with an x. Write page number(s) and date

on graph.

Say, “Let’s read again and see if you can beat your score.”

Repeat this process three times each session. Make sure to erase marks each time on your
copy so you can easily record errors each time.

When the student reads an activity better than his/her first try, he/she earns a prize from
the prize box (only 1 prize per session).

When the student reads all the words/sounds with zero errors in less than a minute, move
on to the activity on the next page.

Student always earns a sticker for participating, whether or not he/she earns a prize.
(Give student sticker).
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Great Leaps Intervention - Higsh Frequency Words and Phrases

Place the High Frequency Words activity in front of the student. Place your copy in the protected
sleeve.

Say, “I want you to read the words on this page. Start here (point to the first word) and read
across the page. Keep reading until I tell you to stop. Begin”.

Start timing for ONE minute when the student reads the first word.

Correct errors as they are made. Tell the student the correct sound/word and ask him to repeat it.

* Errors are incorrect letter sound, omissions, and sounds not read within 3 seconds
* Ifa student hesitates for 3 seconds, mark that letter as an error.

Mark all errors on the examiner copy. Use a bracket ( ] ) to mark where the student ended after

one minute.

* Ifthe student finishes before the minute is up, ask him to begin again at the top
and continue reading.

After reading the probe, review errors again. Point to the first error and say, “Look at this word,
This word is (tell the word). What word?” Continue for each error making sure the student

reads each word correctly.

Add up the number of words read correctly and errors in one minute,

Tell the student his score, and mark it on the graph (or have the student mark it on the graph).
Record corrects with a dot, and errors with an x.

Praise student for working hard.

Say, “Let’s read again”.

Repeat this process three times each session. Make sure to erase marks each time on your copy
SO you can easily record errors each time. '

Once the student is able to read a page in one minute or less with zero errors, he earns a prize
from the prize box. Move on to the next page.
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Great Leaps Intervention- Stories

Place the Stories Sheet in front of the student. Place your copy in the protected sleeve.

“I want you to read the story on this page. Start here (point to the first word) and read across
the page. Keep reading until I tell you to stop. Begin”.

Start timing for ONE minute when the student reads the first word.
Correct errors as they are made. Tell the student the correct sound/word and ask him to repeat it.

* Errors are incorrect letter sound, omissions, and sounds not read within 3 seconds
* Ifastudent hesitates for 3 seconds, mark that letter as an error.

Mark all errors on the examiner copy. Use a bracket ( ] ) to mark where the student ended after
one minute. If the student finishes before the minute is up, ask him to begin again at the top and
continue reading.

After reading the probe, review errors again. Point to the first error and say, “Look at this word.
This word is (tell the word). What word?” Continue for each error making sure the student

reads each word correctly.
Add up the number of words read correctly and errors in one minute.

Tell the student his score, and mark it on the graph (or have the student mark it on the graph).
Record corrects with a dot, and errors with an x.

Praise student for working hard.

Say, “Let’s read again”.

Repeat this process three times each session. Make sure to erase marks each time on your copy
S0 you can easily record errors each time.

Once the student is able to read a page in one minute or less with zero errors, he earns a prize
from the prize box. Move on to the next page.
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Letter Sound Progress Monitoring

Place Letter Sound sheet in front of the student. Place the examiner’s copy in front of
you, shielded from the student’s view.

Say, “Here are some letters (point to the student copy). Begin here (point to first letter)
and tell me the sounds of as many letters as you can. If you come to a letter you don’t
know, Il tell it to you. Do you have any questions? (Answer any questions the student
may have and re-read directions if necessary). Put your finger under the first letter.

Ready, begin.
Start timing for ONE minute when the student says the first letter sound.

If a student does not say a letter sound after 3 seconds, say the letter sound. Mark the
letter sound you provided as incorrect. If the student does not continue the activity
instinctively, point to the next letter and say, “What sound?”

Do not correct errors. Mark all errors on the examiner copy. If the student self-corrects
within 3 seconds, mark the self-correction with an “SC.”

The first time the student says the letter name rather than the letter sound, say,
“Remember to tell me the sound the letter makes, not its name.” Mark the letter as
incorrect. You may provide this prompt only once during administration.

At the end of 1 minute, place a bracket ( ] ) after the last letter sound made and say,
“ Stop. ”

Score the probe, subtracting errors from total letter sound read to find the student’s letter
sound score.

Ensure that you have written the student’s name and the date on the paper.
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R-CBM Progress Monitoring

Place R-CBM sheet in front of the student. Take out examiner copy to score student’s
performance.

Say, “When I say “Begin,” start reading aloud at the top of this page. Read across the
page (demonstrate by pointing across the page). Try to read each word. If you come to a
word you don’t know, I’ll tell it to you. Be sure to do your best reading. Are there any
questions? (Answer any questions the student may have.)

OR

You may use the following abbreviated directions in progress monitoring after the
student has become familiar with the task:
“When I say “Begin,” start reading aloud at the top of this page.”

Start timing for ONE minute when the student says the first word.

If a student does not say a word after 3 seconds, say the word. Mark the word you
provided as incorrect.

Do not correct errors. Mark all errors on the examiner copy.
e Errors are when the student mispronounces or substitutes for a word,
* omits or skips words, including an entire line,
* hesitates or struggles to correctly produce a word, for more than 3

seconds, or
* transposes the order of two words — both count as errors

At the end of one minute, place a bracket ( ] ) after the last word the student attempted.
You can let the student finish the sentence before saying, “Stop.”

Score the probe, subtracting errors from total words read to find the student’s oral reading

fluency score.

Ensure that you have written the student’s name and the date on the paper.
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Great Leaps Sound Awareness

Activity 14: Review

Tutor Says: Correct

Response:

1. Tell me a word that sounds like: dad lad, pad, fad.

2. Tell me the word that these sounds make: | - ate late

3. Tell me if these three words sound alike: sang, song, gang No

4. Tell me the word that these sounds make: y - ell yell

5. Tell me a word that sounds like: mast fast, last, past..

6. Tell me if these three words sound alike: rake, bake, cake Yes

7. Tell me a word that sounds like: pine fine, dine, line...

8. Tell me the word that these sounds make: cl - ap clap

9. Tell me if these three wbrds sound alike: down, town, brown Yes

10. Tell me the word that these sounds make: ch - ip chip

11.  Tell me a word that sounds like: lent tent, sent, bent.

12.  Tell me if these three words sound alike: bell, shell, same No

© 1998 Kenneth U. Campbell. All Rights Reserved.

Score

(+/,0)

Page 40
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Great Leaps K-2 Phonics

All vowel sounds are short

z X
J P
v k
c u
g 0
f I
a m
lox qu
Yep a
0 u
G H
D R

© 1998 Kenneth U, Campbell, All Rights Reserved.

qu

buzz

quit

73

Combinatio

(16)

(32)

(48)

Page 86




and
an
well
not

work

first
it
up

in

from -

his

© 1998 Kenneth U. Campbell. All Rights Reserved.

Great Leaps K-2 High-Frequency Words

for
has
in

if
help
but
get

his

Just

for

up

at

its

on

her

will

must

or

word

on

of f

her
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Soundable combination

had

man

from ~

did

as

him

went

can

of f

at

it

him

(16)

(32)

(48)

Page 108
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Great Leaps K-2 Stories

The Lake

We went to the lake. The water was cool. The day
was hot. I jumped in. a9

It did not feel good at first. It felt cold. I am glad
I jumped in. I got used to the cold fast. Then it felt
gOOd. (45)

I put on my mask. I looked for fish. I saw two fish.
Then it was fime to get out. It was time for lunch. o)

© 1998 Kenneth U. Campbell. All Rights Reserved. Page 145
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Great Leaps Reading Progress Chart

Student Name: ID: Date:
Teacher: School:
Section: Notes:
Date Date Date Date Date Date
200 M w F M w F M w F w F M w F w F
100 =i —
50
20
10 , :
5| — —— s
:
Floor
Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6
s. _ / S. / S. / S. yd s. __ / S /
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w. / 4 w. / w. / ./ w. /
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T. / T. / T. / . / T. / T. /
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AlMSweb® Letter Sound Fluency - Progress Monitor Assessment #6
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AlMSweb® Letter Sound Fluency - Progress Monitor Assessment #6

Given To: Given By: Date:

adegtopwycuonm

z u i | j o k't bec 110 (20)

Snri_tVZkPO 110 (30)

hb'GZtanmnom

ads j f i br ne im

s ¢cmwy el h z | /10 (60)

dmt | 2z g s C f r 110 (70)

V r /10 {80)

O @
—h
<
()]

-

o

-

m
t ] s vy z d wme 10(90)
"

S r 0 V /10 (100)

N
Q
(O
@
—h
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Bill, Pete, and Joe liked to go to the playground. It was a
big, open space. The playground had lots of room for running
and playing.

One day at the playground, the three friends saw some
children flying Kites.

"l sure wish | had a kite," Bill said.

"l had one once," said Pete.

"Mine got caught in a tree," Joe said.

The three friends stood by the kite flyers. They watched
the colorful kites bob and dip and spin in the wind.

At home Bill said to his mom, "I sure wish | had a kite."

"I can show you how to make one," she said.

"Oh, boy!" Bill said. "Let me call Pete and Joe. They will
want to make kites too."

Mom got all the things they needed. She showed the boys
how to cut shapes from thick paper. They colored the paper
with markers and paint. Bill made a frog kite. Pete drew a
dragon. Joe cut a dinosaur kite. They taped on straws for
support. Strips of newspaper became tails. They tied string to
the kites to hold them.

"Thanks, Mom," Bill said.

"Let's fly our kites!" said Pete and Joe.

The boys ran to the playground. They lifted their kites to
the wind. Up, up, up flew the kites. Soon the kites went up and

down and spun in the wind.
"We made good kites," Bill, Pete, and Joe said.
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Bill, Pete, and Joe liked to go to the playground. It was a
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13

big, open space. The playground had lots of room for running 24
and playing. 26
One day at the playground, the three friends saw some 36
children flying kites. 39
"l sure wish | had a kite," Bill said. 48
"I had one once,” said Pete. 54
"Mine got caught in a tree," Joe said. 62
The three friends stood by the kite fiyers. They watched 72
the colorful kites bob and dip and spin in the wind. 83
At home Bill said to his mom, "l sure wish | had a kite." 97
"l can show you how to make one," she said. 107
"Oh, boy!" Bill said. "Let me call Pete and Joe. They will 119
want to make kites too." 124
Mom got all the things they needed. She showed the boys 135
how to cut shapes from thick paper. They colored the paper 146
with markers and paint. Bill made a frog kite. Pete drew a 158
dragon. Joe cut a dinosaur kite. They taped on straws for 169
support. Strips of newspaper became tails. They tied stringto 179
the kites to hold them. 184
"Thanks, Mom," Bill said. 188
“Let’s fly our kites!" said Pete and Joe. 196
The boys ran to the playground. They lifted their kites to 207
the wind. Up, up, up flew the kites. Soon the kites went up and 221
down and spun in the wind. 227
"We made good kites," Bill, Pete, and Joe said. 236
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